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Abstract:
During the last few years, transport policy, both at national and at a European 
level, focused on the need to increase efficiency in the mobility of goods and 
passengers, also in sustainable terms. In this context, ports, considered as crucial 
nodes in global multimodal transport networks, gained growing importance.
The presence of overcapacity, stemming also from an inappropriate sizing 
of port infrastructures and the lack of a pricing system related to sustainable 
and economic criteria are example of interrelated elements that generate losses 
of efficiency within the port environment and that represent some of the main 
obstacles to the development of a fair competition, both within and among the 
different modes of transport.
The present paper intends to provide some reflections on the European port 
policy and on pricing setting procedures. The idea is to investigate  the possibility of 
using fair pricing and a loyal competition to have,  in the future, an evenly transport 
system based also on the use of more environmentally-friendly transport modes. 
This work is organised as follows:
–  firstly, recent trends of the maritime transport sector are briefly analysed in 
order to have a clearer idea of the context in which we are moving;
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–  secondly, the author focuses on the study and the critical analysis of the 
tariff system recently proposed by the EC and analyses the possibility to 
implement an alternative pricing method on the basis of current literature 
and practical applications;
–  finally, the paper provides some indications and sets out recommendations. 
1.	Introduction	
The first concrete initiative of the European Commission on port policies, 
maritime infrastructures and their sustainability is contained in the 
Green Paper on ports and maritime infrastructures of 1997 [1]  which 
launched the debate among the Commission and other institutions 
involved on the topics. The Green Paper is substantially based on the 
following aspects: 
1.  integration of ports with the trans-European transport    
network;
2.  accessibility regulation to the port services market;
3.  public financing of ports and their infrastructures;
4.  pricing determination.
The debate brought about to the White Paper of 1998 [2] where, with 
regard to pricing, there are some adjustments in comparison with what 
was suggested in the Green Paper of 1997. Later on, in 2001, the European 
Commission issued another White Paper [3] on transport policy which 
gave emphasis to the role of ports as a way of pushing to a modal shift, 
that is to a more sustainable transport mode. Indeed, in the European 
Commission‘s White Paper of 2001, ports have a critical role within the 
Community’s transport policy for the next years. 
Following the indications contained in the 2001 White Paper, there 
were a series of documents, mainly on the quality of maritime services 
in the port areas, on State aids to ports and other financial aspects, and 
on the accessibility to port services. The general rule, anyway, is that any 
action to be taken in order to achieve strategic goals, also with regard to 
sustainability, needs ports to operate efficiently. 
From a literature perspective, papers on EU ports policy mostly focus 
on competition and pricing issues. This paper takes a look at some recent 
developments in the EU transport policy area that affect the European 
port sector and reviews some pricing aspects with the criticism that 
there should not be any obligation to have a single pricing system 
due to different systems (administrative, political and economic) and 
approaches which characterise the different areas forming the European 
transport market.
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2.	Current	aspects	of	the	maritime	transport	sector	
What is commonly observed is an overall growth in traffic which is caused 
mainly by:
–  demographic growth and increase in per capita income,
–  an increase in infrastructure investments – which in turn affects 
traffic growth, 
–  major improvements in technical standards, which have a 
significant scope for furthering the environmental performance of 
all means of transport.
Nevertheless, on the supply side, improvements in the functioning of 
railways, inland waterways and short sea shipping are still required and, 
with this regard, the completion of the internal network in these modes 
is of key importance. As to freight transport, and referring to goods port 
traffic only, Table 1 shows the traffic of goods transport in the EU major 
seaports. From there it emerges an average increase of 0.5% in the EU 
major seaports in 2006/2007, while intra-EU maritime transport was the 
second most important mode with a share of 37.3 %. This may be the effect 
of specialisation and competition between and within ports. Moreover, it 
can be said that other factors, which affect this result,  must be taken into 
account, namely:
– growing liberalisation of the internal market;
– quick technological changes;
–  initial effects of the starting development of the trans-European 
Transport networks, which provide users and operators with greater 
choice in an intermodal environment.
All these factors affect the movement of traffic flows from one port 
to another and from one area to another [4]. The need stressed by the 
Community, though, still remains, to ensure a principle of free and 
fair competition. As far as maritime transport is concerned, regulatory 
steps are being taken by the Commission to ensure greater security to 
passenger-vessels	and to protect the sea and its coasts from the pollution 
induced by the maritime transport of goods.
The EU has been active in promoting the concept of a sustainable 
transport system. The aim of this strategy is to improve the role of 
transport in fulfilling its economic function in the context of the single 
market, curbing the negative effects of transport on the environment.
Nevertheless, it is not easy to undertake a unique strategy valid for 
all countries. This is due to the fact that different Member States assign 
different levels of importance to each transport mode. For example, road 
transport is relatively more important for Spain than for the Netherlands, 
where inland waterways play the major role. 
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Table	1	–	Port	Traffic	(major	seaports)	–	million	tons	loaded/	unloaded
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%
1 Rotterdam, NL 302.545 330.865 345.819 353.576 374.152 +5.8
2 Antwerpen, BE 116.003 135.511 145.835 151.705 165.512 +9.1
3 Hamburg, DE 76.950 99.529 108.253 115.529 118.190 +2.3
4 Marseille, FR 91.279 90.810 93.308 96.527 92.559 -4.1
5 Le Havre, FR 63.885 71.878 70.801 69.973 78.856 +12.7
6 Grimsby & Imm., UK 52.501 57.616 60.686 64.033 66.279 +3.5
7 Amsterdam, NL 42.044 49.909 47.133 56.794 62.516 +10.1
8 Algeciras, ES 52.637 55.184 60.023 62.128 +3.5
9 London, UK 47.892 53.289 53.843 51.911 52.739 +1.6
10 Dunkerque, FR 44.318 46.448 48.503 50.386 50.244 -0.3
11
Tees & Hartlepool, 
UK
51.472 53.819 55.790 53.348 49.779 -6.7
12 Valencia, ES 21.958 32.304 34.990 40.742 45.935 12.7
13 Taranto, IT 33.117 39.368 47.869 50.871 45.023 -11.5
14 Costantza, RO 37.652 44.556 42.888 44.916 +4.7
15  Southampton, UK 34.773 38.431 39.947 40.556 43.815 +8.0
16 Bremerhaven, DE 24.835 31.757 33.728 40.350 43.618 +8.1
17 Wilhelmshaven, DE 43.402 44.956 45.977 43.106 42.643 -1.1
18 Barcelona, ES 25.787 36.321 37.061 38.267 41.040 +7.2
19 Göteborg, SE 33.261 36.404 36.479 39.912 40.353 +1.1
20 Genova, IT 43.797 45.880 42.640 44.425 40.228 -9.4
21 Trieste, IT 44.015 41.516 43.355 44.644 37.777 -15.4
22 Bilbao, ES 26.623 31.635 32.219 36.118 37.313 +3.3
23 Forth, UK 41.143 34.892 34.218 31.556 36.681 +16.2
24 Tallinn, EE 37.116 38.816 41.243 35.865 -13.0
25 Tarragona, ES 27.175 29.610 30.967 31.189 35.802 +14.8
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26 Milford Haven, UK 33.768 38.452 37.547 34.307 35.496 +3.5
27 Zeebrugge, BE 32.660 24.893 28.442 32.763 34.843 +6.3
28
Nantes Saint-
Nazaire, FR
31.263 32.008 34.043 33.870 33.409 -1.4
29 Liverpool, UK 30.421 32.233 33.775 33.550 32.258 -3.9
30 Ventspils, LV 27.081 29.358 27.746 30.473 +9.8
31 Venezia, IT 26.293 28.883 30.547 32.010 28.898 -9.7
32 Augusta, IT 29.938 31.699 33.041 30.979 28.379 -8.4
33 Gioia Tauro, IT 21.638 29.403 29.634 28.685 26.849 -6.4
34 Sines, PT 19.957 22.434 24.929 26.934 25.970 -3.6
35 Felixstowe, UK 29.686 23.413 23.144 24.370 25.685 +5.4
Source: European Commission [5].
The share of private road transport is greater in Northern Europe (higher-
income countries) than in Southern Europe (lower-income countries), 
which has higher shares of bus and coach transport.
Further, the trends within certain transport modes also differ among 
Member States. Broadly speaking, the growth in both freight and 
passenger transport by road in many Southern European countries is 
above the EU average. Therefore, there are objective obstacles to persuade 
countries to have a common behaviour with regard to a more sustainable 
transport system. But, despite these differences, there are common 
problems which affect most Member States and that can bring around a 
common table all the EU Member States. These include:
–  increasing pressure on transport infrastructure, especially roads;
–  increasing pressure on the provision and funding of public passenger 
transport facilities as car-ownership levels continue to rise.
In order to promote a sustainable alternative to land transport, the 
Commission’s Green Paper on seaports and maritime infrastructure [1] 
launched a debate on how to support ports in the European transport 
network and to guarantee and efficient functioning of ports as part 
of the door-to-door intermodal chain which can further stimulate the 
development of maritime transport. A problem that the Commission 
discussed in the debate of economic policy as far as marginal cost pricing 
tariffs are concerned, relates to the correction of externalities that may 
translate into distortion effects for competition. On the other hand, the 
Commission proposed to charge all externalities to all modes of transport 
and actively promotes the implementation of a sustainable transport 
system. Therefore, by internalising externalities, it is possible to have 
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an efficient transport market without the presence of distorting effects. 
These aspects have been dealt, in depth, also in the White Papers issued in 
1998 and on which section 4 of this paper will further focus. 
3.	Port	efficiency,	competitiveness	and	the	European	position
On the basis of the aforementioned documents of the European 
Commission, it comes out that a sustainable transport system requires a 
fair functioning of the market which, in turn, needs efficiency. As a matter 
of fact, ports are an essential link in the trading chain and port efficiency 
is, therefore, an important element for international competitiveness.
Port efficiency, and consequently port productivity, can be variously 
determined. Particularly, port literature on productivity generally refers 
to the speed with which a ship can be loaded and unloaded. This, though, 
may seem insufficient: the need arises, therefore, to use a series of 
significant indicators which take into account the complex character of 
ports [6].
Among other contributions, some figures were presented in a study 
by Tongzon [7] on the basis of which – with some limitations - now it 
is possible to say something more on port efficiency, by using a data 
envelopment analysis (DEA). The author examines efficiency with respect 
to containerised cargoes among ports which are important for their high 
level of performance measured in terms of throughput. In his paper, the 
empirical analysis uses two outputs: TEUs handled and the ship working 
rate (which measures the number of containers moved per working 
hour). The input measures used are:
–number of cranes
–number of container berths
–number of tugs
–terminal area
–delay time
–labour factor in terms of the number of port authority employees.
In Table 2 results are presented. Tongzon uses two different models: 
the CCR DEA model (Charnes, Cooper and Rhodes) and the Additive 
model. Ports considered inefficient with variable returns of scale are also 
inefficient with linear production relations, but not the opposite.  The 
author starts out by considering the two outputs (TEUs handled and ship 
rate), then presents the results obtained by using only one output (TEUs 
handled), due to some problems linked to the sample size. According to the 
second set of results, it comes out that Melbourne, Rotterdam, Yokohama 
and Osaka are inefficient with the CCR and Additive models, while the 
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ports of Felixstowe, Sydney, Fremantle, Brisbane, Tilbury and La Spezia 
are efficient for the Additive model and inefficient for the CCR model. Of 
course, these figures show that the efficiency results obtained depend on 
the type of model used which, in turn, depends on assumptions made on 
the properties of the returns of scale of the port production function. 
Consequently, although it may be difficult to come up with a precise 
answer on ports efficiency if we use some “new” techniques, it should be 
appreciated the innovative Tongzon’s analysis that determined relative 
efficiency measures. It can help analyser to individuate efficient ports on 
the basis of some crucial elements.
Table	2	-	Relative	efficiency	measures	of	some	international	ports	
Port 2 outputs 1 output
CCR ADDITIVE CCR ADDITIVE
Melbourne 0.5885 0.6633 0.2688 0.6633
Hong Kong 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Hamburg 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Rotterdam 0.6644 0.8228 0.5404 0.8228
Felixstowe 1.0000 1.0000 0.6311 1.0000
Yokohama 0.8456 1.0000 0.4898 0.8104
Singapore 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Keelung 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Sydney 0.7676 1.0000 0.3057 1.0000
Fremantle 0.8251 1.0000 0.1878 1.0000
Brisbane 1.0000 1.0000 0.1955 1.0000
Tilbyry 1.0000 1.0000 0.1734 1.0000
Zeebrugge 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
La Spezia 1.0000 1.0000 0.5261 1.0000
Tanjung Priok 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Osaka 0.6050 0.6023 0.1954 0.6004
Source: Tongzon, J. (2001).
Note: A score of 1.0000 indicates that the port is efficient.
More generally, with particular regard to the efficiency and competition 
among ports of the Northern and Southern range of Europe, it is clear 
that the competitive scheme has already changed (see again Table 1) and 
that the transformations in the maritime transportation of goods on a 
world scale are giving an enormous emphasis to the Mediterranean area. 
In this context, some ports such as those of Gioia Tauro, Cagliari, Malta 
and Naples are strategic points located near the direct crossing of the 
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Mediterranean between Suez and Gibraltar. In particular, the emergence 
of the “pendulum routes” Singapore (the East)-Mediterranean, and 
Northern Europe-North America (Atlantic) will occur in the near 
future: these routes played an important role in the economic history of 
shipping and would regain a highly interesting competitive role. This 
appears to be extremely significant for the position of both Europe and 
the Mediterranean basin in the international traffic economy. As a matter 
of fact, for ports located in this area, it is important to note that their 
efficiency and productivity affects not only the opportunity to get larger 
benefits from ship economies of scale, but also routes and container 
transport [8]. In addition, as it will be discussed in section 4, port 
competition influences fares and the quality of services on the one hand, 
due to the fact that rates of throughput are increasingly important as ships 
sizes increase and, on the other hand, ports are largely integrated in the 
intermodal chain [9]. With this regard, it should be noted that intermodal 
transport is an essential component of the common transport policy for 
sustainable mobility. In this context, the importance of ports is clear, as 
they are crucial connecting points, transferring goods and passengers 
between maritime and land-based modes. Improved port efficiency will 
contribute to the integration of modes in a single system, provided that 
there are interoperability and interconnections among systems.
Nevertheless it should be underlined that, despite the increasing 
turnover in European ports, intra-European maritime traffic has 
not yet increased its market share vis à vis that of the road transport 
sector. The promotion and integration of short sea shipping (SSS) into 
environmentally-friendly multimodal transport networks has become an 
objective of the Union’s transport policy. Priority will therefore be given 
to SSS projects in the TENs and measures will be supported under the 
PACT programme. A cost-recovery pricing policy in road transport that 
better internalises external costs would be instrumental in boosting SSS.
With particular regard to this final point, it is important to underline 
that the European Commission is trying to promote the imagine of SSS by 
proving the affordability, quality and safety.  Current measures adopted 
by the Commission tend to make simpler administrative and custom 
procedures, and to improve aspects which can determine port efficiency, by 
improving internal connections and favouring intermodal services through 
a fair determination of pricing for the infrastructure use. Further, SSS can 
be used to create maritime highways around current land bottlenecks 
which could consequently be integrated into trans-European networks 
alongside roads and railways. Better connections between ports and the 
rail and inland waterway networks will be needed together with better port 
services. Investments in new trans-shipment equipment can integrate 
inland waterways into this kind of transport structure. In addition, as for 
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intermodal transport of goods, the European Commission [10] indicates 
that it can be an efficient way of a door to door service which implies the use 
of two or more transport modes. The idea is that single modes, if properly 
organised, can fully exploit their own specific advantages – as for example 
low environmental pollution level, low energy consumption and so on – 
in the intermodal transport. So doing, the transport chains could be more 
efficient, more economic and sustainable.
The most recent document on these aspects is the Communication 
COM (2004) 453 [11] which contains a programme for the SSS promotion. 
The Commission underlines that, by supporting the SSS, results can be 
obtained also with regard to sustainable development objectives as 
indicated in the White Paper issued in 2001. 
But are these factors influencing a port selection and how ports can 
compete one another?
Apart from their various marketing efforts, ports compete primarily 
on the basis of their investment programmes.  Those ports which are 
improving intermodal facilities to minimise the dwell time of shipments 
and that are increasing the storage space available to terminal operators, 
supplying them also the relative quality services, have understood that 
carriers make two main decisions: on one side there is a short-term 
decision through which there is the assignment of shipments to ports, 
and on the other side there is a long-term decision by which vessels 
are organised in terms of routes and ports selection. These elements 
are enormously complex especially because the globalisation of the 
economy and the need for a sustainable growth are having a strong 
influence on international sea freight transport and its infrastructures. 
The new scenario is forcing commercial ports to design strategies which 
allow current and future challenges to be faced in a sector in which 
deregulation and competition are increasingly present. Particularly, the 
decisive commercial factors in the port business will be the keys to the 
strategic positioning and the struggle to be competitive. But apart from 
commercial aspects, ports should also consider technological evolution 
in implementing their strategies for improving competitiveness and 
sustainability.
Ports have become a part of the European transport system, in 
competition one another. In accordance with Perez-Lobajos and Blanco 
[12], following the European Commission position,  the competitiveness 
of ports will depend on their capacity to integrate themselves into the 
transport routes and this capacity, in turn, depend on the added value 
with which the port can provide the client. In few words, ports have to 
adapt themselves to the demands of the clients in order to win loyalty and 
a look at sustainable aspects could be a further winning point.
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4.	The	EU	position	on	port	pricing	determination	and	discussion
During the last few years, the EU revised the norms on transport 
infrastructures in response to a series of changes regarding ownership, 
port organisation and fair pricing.
As to the activities of many European ports, they were affected 
by historical precedents, according to which their management was 
characterised by a regime of exclusive rights and/or legal or substantially 
public monopoly. As a consequence, port services were mostly charged to 
tax payers rather than to users, who - in their different figures – really use 
these services.
Phenomena such as market liberalisation, technological innovation 
and trans-European transport network development, stimulated 
everywhere a process of privatisation of the port sector, so that the 
economic and financial development of some ports – particularly those 
of the Mediterranean Europe and of the Baltic Sea – can at present be 
considered as experiencing a transitional phase.
From under this point of view, ports are considered as true “businesses” 
that charge their costs on users and evolve toward a more efficient 
management.
As aforementioned, the need for and organic and integrated EU 
policy for ports and maritime infrastructures derives from the fact that 
European ports represent crucial nodes for intra-community versus-third-
countries commercial traffic and that maritime transport must meet an 
ever growing demand for transport. Moreover, maritime transport, 
especially cabotage, is considered as a means to alleviate congestion in 
road transport corridors.
EU initiatives as to maritime transport – as already stressed – have 
already focused on: the liberalisation of the port service market, as to 
guarantee free access and to stimulate competition;   the development of 
a trans-European transport network; the promotion of intermodality. At 
present, interest is focused on: 
–  containing the negative impacts of transport on society, by favouring 
sustainable mobility; 
–  a correct charging of infrastructure costs through a EU port service 
pricing system.
At this regards, the European Commission issued two important 
documents, the Green Paper in 1997 [1] and the White Paper in 1998 [2]: 
the former considers port infrastructure as crucial within the EU transport 
policy; the latter introduces a new approach in transport pricing, the 
underlying logic of which is sometimes in contrast with the proposals 
relating to the port service pricing system exposed in the Green Paper.
135Substainable	pricing	and	european	maritime	policy
As a result of the recent economic globalisation and growing 
competitiveness phenomena, which increased port competition, as 
well as the risk of distortions in trade flows among Member States, the 
Commission evidenced the need for a greater financial transparency in 
port accounting.
This goal entails the creation of an inventory of public financing 
granted to the main international ports and of the tariff system in use. 
The application of the new system must be gradual and flexible and must 
fit with the specific character of individual ports (ownership, geographic 
position, accumulated know-how, capacity and prestige).
As far as tariffs are concerned, they must be evaluated on the basis of 
costs. The costs to be taken into account generally include those relating 
to plants and those relating to the supply of port services. EU documents 
envisage three possible pricing systems as far as infrastructure costs are 
concerned: average cost, attribution of running costs only, marginal cost. 
In particular, with the average cost pricing system, the aim is to cover 
production costs; with reference to public firms, the average cost pricing 
criterion is useful to consider both fixed and variable costs. The problem, 
in this case, consists in determining the part of price which must cover 
variable costs and the part that must cover fixed costs.
As to the social marginal cost pricing system, the EU Commission Green 
Paper prefers it to the average cost criterion, which permits to integrally 
recover infrastructure costs, and to the tariffs equal to the running costs, 
which do not include investments. The social marginal cost pricing system 
permits to achieve the goal of  efficiency  of the transport system within 
the Community and, according to what indicated in the White Paper of 
1998, such pricing system ensures equality between internal and external 
variable costs on the one hand, and final prices on the other. This entails 
that social marginal costs are attributed to the transport service users. 
Users, therefore, pay for the internal and external variable costs deriving 
from the utilisation of transport infrastructures.
The Green Paper was the object of many criticisms, particularly for its 
“definition vagueness”, which would allow a dissimilar application of the 
suggested pricing criterion by each Member State.
At this regard, the White Paper proposes a pricing system based on the 
“user pays” principle, according to which utilisation and infrastructure 
costs, as well as external costs, are directly charged on users.  According 
to the European Commission, such a redefined cost pricing policy will be 
able to strengthen competitiveness and efficiency of EU individual ports, 
modifying traffic flows according to a logic of free competition.
Despite what has synthetically been written so far, some doubts remain if 
we consider both scientific aspects and operative behaviours.
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What are the current ideas on port pricing in theory and practice? 
Although port pricing has not been a popular topic in transport literature, 
there are a few publications worth mentioning. A good summary is given 
by Pettersen Strandeses-Marlow [13], who list, at least four different 
pricing principles from the literature:
1.  cost-based pricing,
2.  methods for cost recovery,
3.  congestion pricing,
4.  strategic port pricing.
In practice, the choice of an approach is strictly related to the nature of 
the final objective, which can be financial, operational, economic or 
marketing-related. Therefore, there is not a single solution. On the one 
hand, there are those who support the economic theory, who would 
choose marginal cost pricing, second best pricing and Ramsey pricing 
and, on the other hand, those who would choose full costs recovery, 
financial targets, rate of return on assets and profit centres [13].
In brief,	 the European Commission papers are mainly based on the 
concept of fair pricing, which implies the use of long term marginal social 
cost pricing. In order to comply with the deriving policy suggestions, 
therefore, the preference of users should shift from road to sea transport, 
as far as general cargoes and containers are concerned.
In this light, in order to strengthen SSS competitiveness with respect 
to road transport, port efficiency should be improved. It is worth noting 
that both the efficiency and the quality of services are crucial variables 
on which it is possible to work. In particular, the time spent in the port 
and the punctuality of handling the vessel and its cargo are among the 
major factors in terms of productivity and competitiveness underlying 
the quality of port services. According to some authors, one way to design 
a quality-based port pricing is to consider a two-part tariff which reflects 
a two-dimensional cost structure:  the demand elasticity of price and of 
time. This is expressed by the following equation:
C = d + f(t + p)
where d are the tonnage and goods due,		t	 the duration of the port stay, p 
the waiting time reflecting punctuality and f the costs per unit of time. This 
price determination can be taken in due consideration – with opportune 
adjustments – if, in concrete terms, the idea is to determine a price which 
emphases quality and competitive aspects characterising ports.
It follows that, port competition can be said to be strictly interrelated 
with the quality of services and with fares. High rates of throughput and 
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reduction of port times will exploit economies of scale and reduce voyage 
costs per cargo unit, even though this will generate a higher demand in 
the requirements for space in the port area [9].
Following the charging systems and cost recovery practices proposed 
by the European Commission in the White Paper (1998), the European 
Commission submitted a questionnaire to Member States. Some of 
them answered that “they apply or require full cost recovery of the 
investments”, while others indicated that they try to generate incomes to 
cover investments undertaken by port authorities, without considering 
other financial flows [14]. It is clear, therefore, that port pricing, both 
for infrastructures and for services, is a complex matter and forcing the 
application of a uniform European pricing system has no sense. Probably, 
in this case, national authorities are the best actors to raise proposals 
in order to have a uniform national system which emphases its own 
characteristics. This position is in contrast with the overall European 
Commission conclusions, which – notwithstanding the inventory results 
and the clear different countries’ needs – indicate the requirement of 
following common rules  [14].
5.	Concluding	remarks
The theoretical model of welfare economics, on the basis of which the 
price setting according to the marginal costs will lead to maximal social 
welfare also in the case of concave technology, has been the basis of 
the European Commission to suggest the principle of social marginal 
cost pricing as a first-best rule for pricing transport infrastructures in 
the Member States countries. In particular, once the technology of the 
transport infrastructure system is concave, it follows that marginal cost 
is decreasing with traffic activity and below average costs. This generates 
a deficit that the European Commission suggests to cover by adding 
external costs of congestion, accidents and environment, by crossing 
subsidisation from road to rail or from urban to non urban areas, and 
by financing from the general budgets. In the end, EU countries should 
follow common rules.
Nevertheless, on the basis of the academic literature and on results 
stemming from current practises, there is no need for a uniform system 
of transport infrastructure prices for all transport sectors and all regional 
areas of the European Union. This is due to the fact that effective pricing 
systems reflect political objectives, institutional arrangements and other 
elements which are the history of single geographical-economic-political 
areas. It is highly recommended, therefore, to consider all the possible 
operative aspects and main peculiarities of areas when a pricing system 
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has to be suggested and, subsequently, implemented.  In a real-world, 
pricing system applied to the transport sector will consist of a number of 
different and non-uniform elements and, therefore, there is no need to 
necessarily comply with an abstract general economic orthodoxy, while 
the world is going on another side. 
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